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Complete if Known 



Application Number 



First Named Inventor 



[71 Applicant claims small entity status. See 37 CFR 1.27 



Examiner Name 



TOTAL AMOUNT OF PAYMENT ($) 



Attorney Docket No. 



January 14, 2004 



Van Tassel, Timoth; 



20071129-001 




METHOD OF PAYMENT (check all that apply) 



Check [7] Credit Card [^Money Order EH None CZI Other (please identify) :_ 
I I Deposit Account Deposit Account Number: Deposit Account Name: 



For the above-identified deposit account, the Director is hereby authorized to: (check all that apply) 

Charge fee(s) indicated below Q Charge fee(s) indicated below, except for the filing fee 

□ Charge any additional fee(s) or underpayments of fee(s) I I Credjt an overpayments 
under 37 CFR 1.16 and 1.17 1 — 1 



FEE CALCULATION 



. BASIC FILING, SEARCH, AND EXAMINATION FEES 

FILING FEES SEARCH FEES 

nail Entity Small Entity 

Fee ($) Fee ($) Fee(S) 



Application Type 

Utility 

Design 

Plant 

Reissue 

Provisional 



Fee (S) 

330 
220 
220 
330 
220 



EXAMINATION FEES 
Small Entity 
Fgejtil Fee($) 
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110 


100 


50 


140 


70 


110 


330 


165 


170 


85 


165 


540 


270 


650 


325 


110 


0 


0 


0 
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2. EXCESS CLAIM FEES 
Fee Description 

Each claim over 20 (including Reissues) 
Each independent claim over 3 (including Reissues) 
Multiple dependent claims 
Total Claims Extra Claims Fee($) Fee Paid ($) 
- 20 or HP = x = 



HP = highest number of total claims paid for, if greater than 20. 

Extra Claims Fee($) 
A -3orHP= 1 x 110 00 



Small Entity 
Fee(S) 

26 
110 
195 

Multiple Dependent Claims 
Fee($) 



Fee($) 

52 
220 
390 



Fee Paid It) 

110-00 



HP = highest number of independent claims paid for, if greater than 3. 
I. APPLICATION SIZE FEE 

If the specification and drawings exceed 100 sheets of paper (excluding electronically filed sequence or computer 
listings under 37 CFR 1 .52(e)), the application size fee due is $270 ($135 for small entity) for each additional 50 



sheets or fraction thereof. See 35 U.S.C. 41(a)(1)(G) and 37 CFR 1.16(s). 
1 ' " " mW each additional SOorfractio 



Total Sheets Extra Sheets 
-100 = 



_ (round up to a whole number) 



thereof Fee ($) 



Fee Paid ($) 
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Non-English Specification, $ 1 30 fee (no small entity discount) 
Other (e.g., late filing surcharge): 
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This collection of information is required by 37 CFR 1 . 1 36. The information is required to obtain or retain a benefit by the public which is to file (and by the 
USPTO to process) an application. Confidentiality is governed by 35 U.S.C. 122 and 37 CFR 1.14. This collection is estimated to take 30 minutes to complete, 
including gathering, preparing, and submitting the completed application form to the USPTO. Time will vary depending upon the individual case. Any comments 
on the amount of time you require to complete this form and/or suggestions for reducing this burden, should be sent to the Chief Information Officer, U.S. Patent 
and Trademark Office, U.S. Department of Commerce, P.O. Box 1450, Alexandria, VA 2231 3-1450. DO NOT SEND FEES OR COMPLETED FORMS TO THIS 
ADDRESS. SEND TO: Commissioner for Patents, P.O. Box 1450, Alexandria, VA 22313-1450. 

If you need assistance in completing the form, call 1-800-PTO-9199 and select option 2. 
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Roger L Belfay 

Attorney at Law 

lesday, November 26, 2008 

Attn: Examiner name, Patent Examiner Art Unit 2615 

Mail Stop: AF 
Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, V A 223 13 1450 

Re: Office action of September 26, 2007 concerning: 

-US Utility Patent application 10/757,833 
-by Van Tassel, Timothy Dale 
-filed on January 14, 2004 

-for the "Electronic circuit with spring reverberation effect and improved output 

controllability" 

-confirmation number 5505. 

Disler Paul: 

I enclose: 

1 . an amended claim section with marked up changes, and 

2. A copy of the power of attorney filed with response of December 2 1 , 2008 
The power of attorney filed on December 21, 2007 (copy enclosed) is visible from 

the public PAIR system in the Image File Wrapper as page 2 of the power of attorney of 
December 21, 2007. Please be sure that the appropriate records are updated to reflect that 
I am now the attorney of record in this application. 

Please enter the enclosed amendments to the subject application. Entering the 
amended claim section places this application in condition for allowance. 

The objection to claim 29 is obviated by the entry of the enclosed claims 
section. Claim 29 is cancelled by the amendments presented in the enclosed amended 
claim section. 

The rejection of Claims 22-23, 25, 27, and 29 under 35 USC 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Scholz et al. (4,489,439), and Pravia (US 3,800,059) and Scholz et 
al. (4,627,094) is obviated by the amendments presented in the enclosed amended 
claim section. Claims 22-23, 25, 27, 31, and 29 are cancelled by the amendments 
presented in the enclosed amended claim section. 

CCHftUl 00000055 10757833 

110.00 OP 
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Roger L Belfay 

Attorney at Law 



The rejection of Claim 31 under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Scholz et al. (4,489,439), and Pravia (US 3,800,059) and Scholz et al. (4,627,094) was 
improper. Claim 31 was and remains dependant from claim 30. In a telephone 
interview on October 3 1 , 2008 between Examiner Disler Paul myself it was agreed that 
because Claim 3 1 depends from claim 30 claim 3 1 should have the same status as claim 
30, namely that it would be allowable if rewritten to include all the limitations of the base 
claim and any intervening claims. Claim 30 has been so rewritten and therefore claim 
now includes all the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

The rejection of Claim 24 under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Scholz et al. (4,489,439), and Pravia (US 3,800,059) and Scholz et al. (4,627,094) in 
further view of Bacon (US 2004/0190727) is obviated by the amendments presented 
in the enclosed amended claim section. Claim 24 is cancelled by the amendments 
presented in the enclosed amended claim section. 

The rejection of Claim 32 under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Scholz et al. (4,489,439), and Pravia (US 3,800,059) and Scholz et al. (4,627,094) in 
further view of Ellis et al. (4,158,813) is obviated by the amendments presented in 
the enclosed amended claim section. Claim 32 is cancelled by the amendments 
presented in the enclosed amended claim section. 

Claims 31, 35, 38, and 40 have been amended to remove the "50k" limitation 
on the "linear potentiometer". Examiner Disler Paul and myself agreed that this 
limitation was not necessary to patentability of these claims based on knowledge of the 
prior art cited in this case. Therefore this limitation is being removed because it is an 
unnecessary limitation. 



Roger L. Belfay 
Registered Patent Attorney 
Registration No. 51449 
Enclosures: 

1 . Amended claim set 

2. Copy of Power of attorney of December 2 1 , 2007 



Sincerely, 
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